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"ABSTRACT =

. Documenting the inefficiency of the Housing and Urban
" Developsent (HUD) programs for American Indians, this report _ )
| ~ discusses HUD program administration and presents specific '
, recommendations. The report is divided into the following sections
and subsections: (1) 1977 is the ninth consecutive-year HUD has
) ‘promised more Indian housing than it-has delivered; (2) Indian- N
housing is eesperately needed: (3) HUD's adlinistration of Indian .
housing is disorganized and inefficient: (HOD*s Indian programs are
sorganized, HUD has failed to assure coordinaticn with the Bureau
£ Indian Affairs and the iIndian Health Service, fesulting in
. Upnecessary delays; and HYD Indian housing lacks quality); (4) Indian
"hpusing programs are flawed by HUDYs poor relationship with Indian
hpusing autho z;ies, background; HUD has a poecr relationship with

wa

;I dian housing \authorities; the BUD Indian housing regulaticns and
handbook are t based upon reality and, therefore, are impossible .
'for the ‘Indi honsing authorities to implement; and HUD is
]
f

g}

isnanaging ts program to improve managesent of local Indian housing
authorities)/; (5) recomsendations (HUD should saintain a cocamittaent
to Indian hqusing authorities) high Indian houging goals; given the
.special pature of Indian needs, HUD should combine all Indian program
‘activities into one Imdian prograa office reporting directly \to the
Secretary; HUD should take the lead in the Pederal Indian housin
effort; and HUD must face squarely the :esponsihility to help build
institutions as well as houses). {Jc)
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I. 1977 Is -the Ninth Consecutive  Year HUD.Has Promised
+ More Indibn Housing Than It—Has Delivered

*/

HUD's Indlian housing program has been a trail of broken promises.\

' Since 1969, UD has committed itself each year € production of 6,000

v

(IHS) and he Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), HUD comﬁitted itsel%

t

g 30, 000 Indian housing(units in the five years, FY 1970—

AN

to ﬁroduci

178

gyﬁ Indian housing starts in that period. . f N

* Recog izing the failure, HUD Secretary Garla Hills‘increesed the

" commitment to 9 723 housing units in each’ of the two years FY 1975

{
and FY 1976. HUD broRe>these promises aq&yeiiz there werg 2,170
. B N . B - oq

[

construction starts in FY 1975'andQ§,507 etart%,in FY i976. \The

continuing gap between HUD's promises and performance is seen in-
4 N v

TABLE I Helow, provided by HUD's, own office of Indian Palicy and
rd

-

Programs ) . . - . e

. o
. ; )

. 7 )
HUD's promise for FY 1977 is amb!guops. .The trahsition ﬂOcumentﬂ -
' L

- ’ -
— .

prepafed by the ontgoing Hille Administration notes a’commitmént to

N

9,000 Iniian construction stdarts; HUD' 8 Goals Management System states

a goai of 5,460 units, 1/ Whichever of the two coméitments one a cepté

HUD ig £ iling to meet either one, In the first quarter of F{ 1

there Le'e 913-construction starts, or 717% of the,ﬁuarteriy quo

needed tp meet the goal of 5,460 units, .Our interviews with fip1d .
\l */ﬁ ’ 3_ : : : T, ..-"‘. '

1/ Compa ﬁepartment of Housing and Urban Deve}opment, Revie&(
Programs aéa Functions, Volume III, Janﬁary 1977, p.-C-29,

-




.
*,

LY

>

T Y
! .

*Reflects An Expanded Area Served By BIA Over Prévious‘Yearp

.

Q

°

¢
\_ . s
| , TABLE I
. ) . Indian Housing Needs & HUD ffs\
A > Accomplishments FY 1968-1976 -
n - \ - ) .
, A ~ .
Fiscal Year BIA Inventory HUD Units HUD Units HUD
\ -1 New Units Construction. Completed for Commit~-
- . . Needed Started - . Occupancy’ ment
1968 - 48,866 . " 1,206 992  * -
. * Y
1969 51,182 ° 1,049 1,523 6,000
N - ; -
1970 46,544 « 3,763 1,306 o .. 6,000
1971 49,840 4,974k % 2,160 ! ‘6,000 -
- ’ ’ . < 3 - ' i
1972- 48,313 . 3,111 2,889 6,000
1973 47,071 22,675 3,788 . 6,000,
19 - 46,556 2,638 ‘ 3,499 T +6,000
1975 - |51}o?5* 2,170 3,429 9,723
1976 - , . 58,288 3,507 2,695 - 9,723 .
F ;T
/ -« \" N '
~ N . - N
TOTAL -« - . 25,093 , 22,181, . .
/s " -l.
? . 1 ) \.*.\
o . .
g SOURCE: HUD Office of Indian Policy
! N /. and Programs 1977 , R
-\‘ ] s
XY . l\,\ f‘ . ” _




éecognized Imdian communities, .and in arbanm areas.)

. . . .
. r.
‘ . ’ hd M -
- - 3 - -
* -

offices indiCate‘thet HUD will fall,significantly'shorf of 'the FY

+
\ , '

1977 goal if present policies are continued. ) T

L} . -
»’ v .

II. Indian Housing Is Desperately Nee&ed D

,“HUD's‘poor Rerformancgﬂstends against i&backgrounﬂ of'desperaée

need for Indian housing. The;e are about lif,OOO'Indian housing units
. “ ’ . ’ . . . .
within the areas served by the.BIA, mostly federal reservations.

(ﬁxcruied are Indians living on state reservatiens, in non=-federally

0f those 117,000
units, BIA reports over half (61,493) toﬂﬁe in substandard condition,
of which half aéain (33,501) are so diﬁapidated as to require remlace—

ment. BIA lists another 26,704 Indian famiiies whd are presently - ¢

BIA combines the number of serioust
) ’ -

doubling up with other familiés.

'substandard homes with the number of unhoused families to determine’

<

the totar Indianyneed for new housing of over°60 000 unips.

The

~

' }
Ingia% housing need .0f 49,000 units..

Lo '
N Statistics do not tell the whole story.

American.Indian Policy Review Commission adds that poor housing is a

major factor driving Indians from the reservation to urban areas.2/

’ Moreover, thevreported Indian housing situation has WOréeqed in

~

-In 1969, the year of

recens“&ears,\as can be seederom TABLE I
. . L )
HUD's promise of 30,000 new homes in five years, BIA reported:an

~

By the beginning of 1977, the

.reported éeed increased.fo over 60,0Q0; despite the .21,000 HUD units

eehstructed over the eight year perio&.é/ .

7Poor quality Indian

\\

;éntory Report for the transition- quarter.

27 American Indian Policy Review Commis'sion, Tentative Final Report,

p. 595 (1977) , R

3/ The BIA figures atre pnesented in the BIA "Conﬁolidated Houging In-

~ ~
" ~

~
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ot v, . ‘. Tt o
s hbuaing'takes its tgll in disease and injury. A8 Dr. Emery A. Johnson, {‘/

Director‘of the Indian Health.Service, told Congress in 1975,
The crowded living conditions, inadequate protection
‘from the element's, and generally poor sanitary :
conditions prevalent in the typical.substandard home; >
represent a hazardous environment for the Indian T/
. . infanwm’ Many of the- diseases which are .unusually o
, . prevalent among Indian and Alaska Native populations
‘ result -from, or are aggravated by, ‘poor home environ-.
ment., These diseases include gastroenteritis,
~G dysentery;, influenza, pneumonia, and otitis-media .
[infection of the miadle ear] 4/ . . .
. R - . . y ; .
Given* t:he high proportM of Indian housing ‘that: -is seriqusly

’ * substandard of overcrowded, one is not surprised to find the results

]
i

g%pearing in mortality 5ab1es. Dr. Johnson provided the example of

,infant deaths: While the infant death rates for Indians and Alaskg
¥

x’
between'the 28th day o! 1ife and the llth m nth is moge th&n twide the V3
]
'silear rate for the U S. general populati n, "One of tHe causes of )
. this significant increase in death rate during the post neonatal P riod

N

Dr. Johnson concluded.

infiii%fj’frought, <

y -~ T '

»
isease, gAcéédents are

- » * \

the leading cause of death for Indfans and '‘Alhska Natives,, with an’

-
'

S

Poof housing leads to injury as well as

¥

Accident death rate of ‘nea F ot | of the geneéral population.’

"Nearly 40% of the aqdideﬂ?ﬁ o i“;t,clinic visit during

3

a

4/ Idddan Hogsing, Hearing before the Subgcommittee on Indian Affairs
4 of the Senate Interior Committee.\ ay>1 1975, pp. 19-20. ) . <

s - : . .o et _ ’




1974 occurred in or -around the home.-:

-

<+

Many tof these falls, burns and

other acgidental injuries odcurring in the home environment could

have been avojded," Dr. Johnsoh testified,

designed and properly equipped."5/

leads n

also-to diseasq, injury, and even death.

Y

In short,

"if the home were well

¢

HUD's poor performance

I1I. HUD"s Administration of Indian Housing Is Disorganized

< e and Inefficient

{

A, HUD”ssIndian Programs are Disorganized

. The poor performﬁ?ce of the HUD Indian pyogram is reflected in

HUU’s confused administrative structure.

"\

-~
~

only to the indignity of a squalid housing environment, but

|
Under the Aséistant Secretary,

for Housing, Indian programs are’ administered by separate housing pro-

duction and housing manage

e

for.Community Blanning and Development, there is no designated Indian
. M ‘ . * . -
program representative for the major’ program,

. "

) block grants,

S

ﬁ;ﬂ% offices. Under the Assistant Secretary

.

community development

but ‘there 1is an Indian"’ program representative for the

smaller pfanning grant program. Under the Assigtant Secretary for

Neighborhoods and Consumer Protection is tne so~called*Office of .
p ) .

@Indiaanolihy‘and Programs,'wéth a.two-and-a

o staff

.

from the Offfce of General Counsel is involved with India

*ode.
Y/

H

tratfve structure,

ra

ol

4

little program authority, and even less influence.

<

-~half person professiPnal'

An. attofney

n programs,

*and the CounSelor to the HUD Seqretary plays an* influential poiicy

There are three serioys consequences of this confuséd adminis-

First, HUD's Indian programs tend to be disjointed

4

5/IBID., p. 20

ER&C

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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ig their impact. As HUD's own Indian Programs Task Force noted in

LN
.

\

. the lack of a unified Departmental policy has
. resultéd in the delivery of resources to Indian.

LR

! communities in a very haphazard manner, thus losding
. a potential positive impact upon problems confronting
Indian communities. In other words, we haye not ‘
realized thé'impact 3f a coogdinated delivery of 701
planning, CD block- grant, and:Public 'Housing réesources.
Each h&s pretty.much gone its own way.6/

‘SQme of éhis problem has been corrected at the'regiqnal office

level by creatiqn of special Tndiah'Program Offices in RégiQ&? VIII

s

(Denver) and IX (San Francisco). Héwever,‘ih other regions and at

the central office Ievel,'HUD's programs

‘e

vays. In-'our field intervdjews, regional officials complained of

difficulties in coor fng policies with several -different central

1

4

2

\ Yy
cont4nue-to go their *separate

0ffice groups, each

Indian groups seeking central oféiée

sponsible for different HUD Indian programs.
t \ 4

'
t g N

assistance in resolving brggraq

difficulties also -complain of their frustration. They are .routinely

referred to the Office of Indian Poliéf,énd'?rogramg./only.to find that
r . . . N '

DA

.office vithouh the authority or influence to, resolve igssues, for

v

~ P 3
.example, in the Indian public pouéing program.l(w,

-

/

6/"First Report of the Task Force on Indi
the Secretaty," November 6, 1975, p. 4

/ 1 ' .
an Programs: Memorandum Foy

1/ See, fo' example, the lettgr by HUD Direékgr'of the Office of Indian ¢
Policy an Programs, Reaves Nahwooksy, to The ‘Native Nevadan newspaper,

February 1977..
members of thosge [QUD] staffs
Ranagement decisions, we lack
- 0r to countermand theém once ma

, -

While members of his

office meet "almost daily with
Having the ultimate. production and

the authority to make those decisions
de," Nahwooksy wrote t )

4
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The second and dven more Berijous consequence of HUD central .

.

office disorganization is the inability of the several smaller.

. ’ . N
offices 'to use their (often unharmonious) voices to. increase the
N LY «

’

priority of Indian programs “within HUD. Igdian program officials in

the fielQ complain about the lo% status HUD gives Indian housinge

v

Low status means insufficient manpower, résulting n insufficient

HUD staff support to Indian housiqé aithorities. Staff shortages

’ £
»

also contribute to dissention in some field-offices, as hoﬁsing pro-

- LY
duction and housing management fight for staff badly needed by both.
Housing prqduction neéds staff to meet quantitative goals, while o

management tries to improve ghe capabilities of IHA's to providé
counseling, mgintehance,‘ren; collection and other administration of
<A ' ) -

the housing inventory. The controversy involves a Hobson's Choice

between quanitity and quality of HUD housing programs.
. , ¥ .
efforts of many dedicatgd field.officials, HUD has given. Indian hous-

.

ing a low priority.which agsures a lack of both quantity_énd qyality.

’

Despite the
PR

With HUD Indian programs fragmented among seve;al Assistant Secretar;
L. .

ijes and at least seven different offices, there is no 9&ngle stroné

v

voice to speak within"HUD for committing the resources needed to make

Indian hoesing a igre(:;:fuctive HUD program.

Tn this regard, lesson of the HUD regions is instructive.

o

In those HUD arda office jﬁ{isdicgions serving a small number of Indians,

o
- -

Egibes*report that their needs may‘be lost among the other priprities.

By contrast, HUD has fournd it valuable to form special zegion level -

offices.of Indian proérams in some of the“vestern United Staiis,

.

. ~ 3 ) -
where there agerlarge numbers of Inda?ns. The Assistant Regional

v

.2




Administrator for Indian Housing/is.able to speak on behalf of Indian

priorities in a manner the previously fragmented Indian program per-

~/

sonnel could not. \Moreoger, it is now possible to train and allocate

compete with their Indjfan housing work. The Regdional Indian.O
3 7 . - - .
were formed early "ip/;,1975, and it is too early ‘to measure the impa)

e

on actual product%qn. Yet,,fhe centralization of Indian programs
offers a lesson which, the Central Office should not ignore, m

B, HUD Has Failed to Assure Coordination Among
Federal Agencies —~ .

Unlike HUDt.both t;? Department of the Interjér and(th% EFpart-
ment of Health’ Education and Welfare have spe;iaf Indian service
Branches (the Bureah of Indlan Affairs and Indian Health. SerV1ce, ';
respectlvely) Ia thé field of&houglng, the BIA is resPonS}ble for

providing access roaads to new projécts. .The BIA also- assists in land

Al

g a@quisition and appraisalssof proposed ﬁousing sites. The IHS is
respon51b1e for developing waxfr and sanitation facilities for homes,

1nc1ud1ng HUD -produced housrng\ Wh11e BIA and IHS. are to provide.

>
- ‘

v K
roads and water up to the progect site, 'HUD is responsible for all

’

site work(including‘whatever roads and service:lines are needed within

4

- . S . No© ' ‘
a-project to hook up to those provided by BIA and IHS,

-~ -

Indian Housing authorities and HUD officials "alike point to
’ . ' T . L
the, problems of, coordindting. housing construction among the three.

federal agencies. Rpgion IX (San Frigcisco)'repﬁ;ts, for. example, that

%

resolution of a recent BIA-HUD-IHS juriSdiqtionaL issue stopped bfogress'

1

on one project for six months. ‘This is not uncommon.




[
2

-~

v

The lack of coordination‘among the three agencies has often
Al ~ )

.

[y . ‘

X %eg\to absmrd results. To give only some examples: ) : ,

*In a Lovelock Nevada, Indian Colony project, HUD completed

four houses in 1975 .which had to remain unoccupied several T
» months before IHS prOvided the negessary sewer and waterx
' lines; , s o ,

~
-

. *HUD completed about two dozen mutual help Bomes in® Tuba
} City, Arizona, five.years ago; to date, BIA has not pro-
vided n%eeded aécess roads or sidewalks; —

< .
A *Region IX reports that IHS constructed water ling?afor
' Indian housing on the Colorado River reseryation, but . . "
fatled to assure that the-water was fit to drink. -The o
affected tribe finally had to dllocate its community )
"development block 'grant to construct the necessary water
treatment plant. (IHS contends that Jthe water is adequate, ‘.
but 'HUD and the tribe disagree.) 9/ ) ' "~

& \ ~

S

HUD, BIA, and IHS havé attempted to- resoly;.their jurisdictional
Y 'y . - . -

disputes through tri- agency agreements. The first such agreement N .

came in 1969 (when.HUD made its commitment‘of 3Q%QOQ‘homes in-~five

- v

yearg) and the second in‘1976. Already, the 1976 agreemenf is prov-,

ing unworkable, even thh subsequent clarifying statements ‘?bf'ex;

ample, needless delays occur while HUD and the other agenciesydeter-‘

[

mine‘Whethfr scattered'site housing is a "single" project,10/ for

pugposes of allocatigg're%Ponsibility for roads and sewer and water -
lines. If HUD is' to meet its fommitments to Indian nousing, it must

push for a revision of the tri—agency agreément allowing the three>
‘o ) _ .. .
federal agencies to arbitrate their jurisdictionaI disputes (and
o . B ~ j‘ N .

~

“ - - i j /-— e

.9/ We obtained the first two examples by. telephoning Indian repre-
sentatives from the  affected areas and confirm d the complain with
HUD field staff. HYDP field staff assured us that such cases are not’
infrequent. However, HUD central office remains obut of touch: it
maintains _no recordsEof such problems and. no statistics or their
incidence._ - .
10/ HUD Counselor Joseph Burstein was unaware of formal agency complaints
'filed atcording to the provisions of the 1976 agreement He r¢ports
that his office will again "look in‘t(}}' the issue. \ )

, X

. {

LA

EKC - | . | 12 , | o

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




. housing.

LN

million dollars are-needed.

.
LN

- - -

conSEquent budget allocations) onlyoafter thé WOrk has heen completed

’\

by the agency best in position to do 804

HW} s failure to assure a

/ ' ‘ .\'
'workable tri-agency relationship with respect to,Indian housing haéN

v

directly and seriously contxrdibuted to the gelay in processing Indian

R

e

| BN

HUD Indian Housing Lackquuality a '
*

-In Region IX,

.7

~Too much’ HUD Indian housing is defective offi~

cials estimdte one th1rd of HUD Indian homes are seriously defective,

4ty x‘
ranging from those reqpiring additional Insulation to 400 units sink i*
(’I\ - * .

ing because they were built without adequate soils reports.

¥

has spent over a million dollars of community development money so
. - . . —_————

b

Region IX
=

¢ S

¢ 7

’

' t . . s
-far to repair defective mutual help units, and estihates another three

o

v "
'

~

Region VIII,,the other major HUD Indian program office, similarly

reports,the need to spend four to four and a half million dollars re-

.

pairing defective HUD houses. ' R
' < .

Again, numeroué\examples can be found:i
v 7 ‘ ’ o

*In 1970, ‘construction was begun on a 159-unit mutual kelp
project op the Laguna reservation in New Mexico. 0f those .
units, 39 remain uncompleted and unoccupied todayn Many '
of the remainder have proven seriously defective, .often - -
réquiring the families to vacate the home before rgpairs c
be made. Néw roofing,—wiring,,floors, insulation, appliances,
and watexr heaters must be installed. :
. .
*0n''the Papago resezvation in Arizona, 182 mutual help and 50 .
low rent units constructed in 1971 require repair of structural,
,electrical, and plumbing defectts, The Iandian Housing Authority
clajimg HUD neglected to provide dssistance to the IHA to carry
out inspections or, a mainten¥nce program. -HUD,, in turn, is
.dissatisfied with the performance of the IHA. )
T v . .| ) | .
*On the -Rocky Boy reservation in Montana, 150 units of mutual
'heLthousing were constructed in{1973. Twepty-five of these
homégs~were defective in the positioning of furnaces and water
'-he%ters, resulting in carbon monpxide. seepage-into living
‘areas, and were repaired with. co munity development grant

¢

Q ) i

13
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'mpney only in l975 and 1976. 1In addition, other 'units suffer
from basic construction defects such as at Lagunags t} ese

" remaih uncorrected pendfhg resolution of the funding issue ’
betwepn the IHA aqg HuD."

Y

p *In Twin Lakes, Arizona, mutual help homes‘*only two years ’
’ ) .01ld have craeked foundations, peeling plaster,.poor, ‘ .4
. insulption, and excessivé susceptibility to dust andwwind?
*In Tupa City, Arizona, Navaho low rent and mutual help
. housipg has settled so that doors ‘and windows jam in\their
) . bent {frames. Cinderblock 16w rent. homes have virtually '
. . no insulation; roofs” are constructed of rafters, a layer ) s
/” _ of boprd, tarpaper, gravel, and tar. Mutual help homes
are susceptible to dust and wind even when doors and windows
. . . are cllosed} ) ! ’
: 3 *In Wi dow ﬁock; Arizona, low rent homes also suffer from '
\ poor Hnsulation. Moreover, poor design and construction

; resulEs in large ‘amounfs of dust blowing into homes ) %

. ,throu h the venting system.ll/
s - @; . . -
HUD regulations place primary responsibility for inspection of

:..construction upon the local Indian housing authority. ﬁQD requires
[ b - B - s
its.field staff to participate only in spot checks of finished homes, .

- ' , ol N }

o

<Y to examine the\quality of 'IHA inspections; HUD officials and Iﬁdian Lo

housing‘authority commissioners themselves concede that IHA inspkc—
tions are generally inadequate.; Region VIII(Headquarters: Denver) /;)
recently helped establish a two week training course for IHA inspectors’
, at the University of ﬂietonsin, and other HUD officials are waiting
to determin: .whether such a pné;?am might ndt*be valuable-for’their
. regions.as well. o . - A .

¢ ’ ' ~
Once a mutual help home is accepted in defective condition,

.

e
ll/gAgain, de obtained these examples by calling local tribal repre-
N sentatives and then confirmed the complaints with HUD field staff. .
"Although poor quality homes are"a systematic problem with HUD Indian i

housing, .,the central office is again out of touch, mainUaining no

records or statistics on the incidence of defects. -
) ' N ¢ . .

- - - . . )
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whome.

.contractor may.reside out of ﬁtaté;

"in new HUD housing such as the FHA Section 518(a).

. ) - \12 - . -
: LY

the family has one year in which to enforce the warranty against the .
. . . ’,

contractor.
»

Often enforcement of the warranty is not possible: the
the family may not have occupied
tife home until several months or even a year after constfuction'waé
compieted; or,.the serious defect may become apparent on1§,after a

year. 1In any event, most Indian families residing in HUD housing are

financially unable to undertake the repairs necessary-to correct the

defects. Notably absent from the Indian housing regylations is a

. provision providing for HUD_reimbursemeht.for construétdon.defects

‘

12/

4

IV. Indian Housing Programs Are Flawed By HUD'S Poor

Relationship With Indian Housing Authorities ~

.A. Background

" HUD Indian Housing is most often provided under the low income

housing programs authorized by ‘the 1937 Housing Act, which established
l

the public housinfg program as we know 1t today. Indian public hous-

[

ing includes ‘both a low rent program and'a muttal help program for

Indians who can contribute labdr, materials, cash, or 1and, and then

use their monthly payments to accumulate eventual ownership of the’

Most mutual help hou8ing and many low rent houses are singlel

family homes, either im clusters or on dispersed sites. '

’

12/ Some HUD field staff note frustration at the exclusion of HUD
housing from the BIA home improvement program, designed to upgrade
defective homes. While HUD regulations allow ongoing maintenance
and repair of low rent homes, the tentral-office has not provided
similar -benefits for nutual help -housing. -

~

A
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For a variety of historical feasdas,.operation of the standard

public housing program has traditionally] been decentralized. Con-
) ‘ o ‘ ) ‘
siderable authority and responsibility for construetion rests .with the

local public housing adthority, subject Eo HUD review of build{ng
quality,.conﬁofmity af'qonstructioq.costg to prototype guidelines, and
other requirements (fair housing, Jnion sEale wages, environmental
impact, etc.)f ‘After construction, the public housing authority ‘is

respoQifble to HUD for managing the project, including collecting of

‘rent.

.

This pattern has largely been adopted by HUD in iis déi}ingé

with local Indian Housing‘Authorities. As can be seen from Chart I,

3
~ the IHA has considerable responsibility for ﬁoviqg forward with: de-

it

2

veloﬁmeng plans, tenant and site selection, and coordination with .

®
\

BIA and IHS on roads, wéter and sewgrs, budget projections, ,and

byilding specifications. Once HUD authorizes the IHA to award the ‘
. L9

¢

‘Annual Contributions Contiacé, (HUD's'com@itment to pay annual_sub-

N

sidies), the IHA sells bonds or notes to finance actual construction.

The HUD Annual Contribution payments cover debt service on the bonds

oo .
and notes and support operating and maintenance reserves as well as

operating funds. 5 < BN !
The IHA 1is responsible for inspecting the site during construc-

o,
tion and, after completion, perigdically during the contractor's

warfphfy perioa. The IHA is ‘supposed to establish a homeowner coﬁnsel-

. . N

ing program, collect monthly‘payments, and supervise mutual help resij’“

-
L
-

dents to "assure that the& are adequately maintaining their homes.—

16
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B. HUD Has a Poor RelationshipﬁWith Indian Housing
5 ) Authorities :

\ .
' HUD officials are thoroughly dissatisfied with the overall per-

. | \
formance%&% Indian Housing Authorities. One field office after another Ly

complains about the inability of many IHA' s to keep accounts, inspect (;\,/4

N
onstruction, or-rabove all--collect rentg. \
If hUD finds an IHA QOes not have adequate administrative

.capabiltty, the regulations prescribe that HUD reject all further

9

Indian housing applications. The r'egulations also specify that. HUD

A

sHall assist weak IHA's,‘but only "to the extent of funds and staff

available for this:purpose.” \§‘
~ . . . . .t = -—

Given %ne serious limits on HUD staff and funds, HUD tends to
R .

use sanctions,rathér than provide needed technicalﬁassistance to
. g ’ N _
IHA's. Field offices are applying intense pressur@*éo Indian hous-

’

ing authorities to upgrade their performance. Especially Region IX
in California, Arizona, and New Mexico, is developing the reputation

‘for demanding.ipproved IHA.performance before approving applications
' <

for new projects. " The result promises to be a far reduced rate of
b ‘ -

. housing production. ' .

\ 4 ) -4 o i 1&
Even while applying this® pressure, ‘HUD is not providing IHA's
™~

the necessarygataff support to upgrade their administrative capabilities.
P

[ N .
The reason”appears to be deliberate polity, as well as shortages'of-

HUD staff in Indian programs. One offieial states: "There's a ten-
X - ' hd

dency to put the wofkload on the local housing authority and get back

at aer$~Zength, rather than being dragged in ‘and accused." Another

h 3

area office indicates it would have to double the size of its program

N
t N
v

Pl P

<
-
-
%
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staff ta provide adfequate assistance in training‘and upgrading IHA
L% R .
. s ‘ N
2t —
It gshould tome as little syrprise to HUD that Indian housing

capabilities.

. authOrities lack.the management resources found in many urban pubbﬁc

Q

hqusing\authorities. As the Housing Task Force of the Indian Policy

\
_Review Commission points out: ,
The prob1ems in attracting these talents to thé, . e
reservation are not  dissimilar from those of any ¢
. other rural community: inability to pay what | ‘
¥ ) these persons could command in an urban environ-
. ment} lack of opportun'ity to earn sustained fhgome
i because of the heavy dependefce on short-term . ° 1
| federally-funded ‘programs; "and the general un- :D
3

' , availability of soci and cultural inducements.
Without HUD providing technical support, IHA's will continue to '<f

have administrativé difficulties. As one high indian prqgram offi-
cial sees it, 4t will take twenty years. at present rates of commitmént

-

> . s
of HUD staff resources, before IHA's in ‘the region are generally cap-
_ablédof'carryipg out all of their responsib&iiries under the program

regulations and handbook requirements

a b r

C. The HUD Indian Housing Regulations and Handbook Are

. Not Based Upon Reality and Therefore Are Impossible

i Fsr the IHA To Implement ) , {
]

. HUD field staff and Imdian groups alike find the Indiah Housing

‘

Regulations and Intérim Indian Housing Handbook unreal. he National

P \¢k
Congress of American Indians recently adopted a resolution stating,.
-~ \‘ .
"in part:
The Interim Indian, Housing Handbook is unworkable.

3 We recommend it be abolished and  re-written with Native - -
American input, particularly from the 'field'...Federal

>

13/ See Report of the Housing Task Force of the American Indian Policy

Review Commission, p. 172. (Report Submigted August 2, 1976.) An

dgditional problem is political. Tribal Constitution$ adopted under
u'~ral guidelines often iead to tribal-elections on an annual or™

ERIC 20 .

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Reglster, dated March 9 1976 Regulat on for .
Indian Housing was wrltten by well meapiing.pe
" who do not know Indian Affairs., Therel are man

& * reasons this set of ruies isynot work le fon
Indian Housing impIementation...14/ 2y
' 4 ’ S\ u'
When we told a senior level HUD f1e1d offlcﬁal about the in- «

7%‘.{' N <

abllity of many IHA's eVen to understand the HUD. aﬁndbook, He response

was "They're not ,alone," HUD f1e1d staff tend to bmefer wor

Y
tlons to the 1mp0551b1y détailed Handbook prescrlptﬁons. The o cupancy‘

ble solu-

) s

agre/nfnt to be251g€ed by.. Indlan mutual help famllzes is agfen£“§
numbBer 100 (of 107 appendlces in the fat Ind1an Han%?ooki

d alo&e

Tuns an impossib 46 pages!
* 3,

.‘Inﬁian°Rrogram'Director William Hallett of Region VIII agrees
N . o
that it is time to reevaluate the HUD Indian Housing Regulations and

Handbook from the perspective of wd&kability. "Management .requirements

L4

are mqre complex than.they need to be ne says Hallett. "Wha{\;eally

needs to be done is to sit down, and questdon-~1f a requirement, a_

o *

. ~ . b
_process, a %aper, a form is not required by legislation or does not

—

serve some meaningful purpose for the client,.then we éﬁould change

the existence of that report..." Ye/s, Yhe IHA's can use training,

says Hallett. But Ind1an hou51ng also needs a 51mp1e stralghtforward

delivery systen, so wslcan tell the’ IHA why and how a step is takenq

instead of 51mp1y~requ1r1ng;1t. Ny’ just éan't see the logic and the

. LR

d *
reason for some of the requirements and formulas.thhy go through,".

he concludes,
. . ,

This often results in a
and contributes to  staffing

13/ (Continued- from p. 16
turnover-of Comm1551oners
instability,

14/"Position on Indian Hou51ng,“ adopted by the NatlonalaCongress of
K-erlcan Indians Executive Council January 19, 1977, at-p, 7.

.,> y . n

\ w
"bpiennial bw¥sis.
of the IHA,

»

.

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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"tions and

. - ' . ] @
homebuyer counseling.
(

. . ~ - f
The uh@eallty of the regulatlons and, wandbook are seen in

‘ft
the fallure of twovof the basib safeguard features:

-

l

We have earlier indicated the

PR

I?A inspece

tendency>of some’ contractorsvto construct serlously «defective Indid4n

“; housing, The problem is espec1ally serious for mutual help home-;
4 . . ,-' .
buyers, who are respon51ble fmr all ma1ntenance work after the
A *
contractor s warranty perfod elapsps. The Huﬁg%egulatlons and

%
Handbook place responsmblllty for perlodlc constructlon 1nspect10ns

Lo

- \usqu rely upon the IHA HUD has 11m1ted 1ts role fb prOV1d1ng staff

KR4 \

to (1) part1c1pate ‘in the~ f1nal 1nspectlon before complet1on of
u’f < r

constructﬁop, and (2) make st te VlSltS'tO ewaluate the overall

-
¢ v . T
& - .

- o,

. quallty of hA 1nspectlons . ‘
AN e , ) .
b While these proyisions look ,good on paper, they fail,in prac- _ -
-~ . \ . Lo [N . AR

Iﬁdian»brogrj;/officials in different regions are ‘candid
f

T tice.,

\ ~ . .
about the.inabillity ‘many IHA's to undertake'gie necessary inspec-’
1. i . v

_tion work.” Overall inSyectionsbhave’ﬂot been adequate‘ three re-

éions report. G ven th1s reallty, why donba HUD officials them- .V
selves uhoertake he necéssary inspectlohs? ,H D simply doesn't

have tie nefessary f1eld staff oraeven the. 1nclinat1on, is the

uniform respsise. .Be51des, one off1c1£l/azﬁs W1th a referéncg tof\ »
a defective‘HUD—suosidi;ed Sectioﬁ 256 Iégiahjhousing proéeot. .

HUD inspections haven't been that good either. Whatever the excuse,

~

too many Inﬁ?an homebqyers are stuck with seriously defective HUD
. ’ ¢ ¥ - )

\

}. ” . : .
\homes. -4 ‘ : o
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. Homebuyer counseilng 1s anothér unreal program safeguard Sec-
tion 805:429 prov1des, "The. THA shall providé coun ‘e11ng to Homebuyers

~<T?.," and devotes over a page of the Federal Register to specifying
z )
the details. Counsellng is important for mutual help homebuyers,

again because of the burdens HUD places upon them for maintenance’
T a

and budgeting (especially because of the requ1rement that even low

3

-income mqtual help re51dents pay repalr ani utllﬁty costs) .. ' .

. Homebuyer counsellng is not operatlv for many Tndlan housing ____

7author1t1es. Reglon IX est1mafes that a maximum of seven IHA';

» ~ * s

~

. presently provide some form of counseling, out of 24 which should.‘
: 3 . s

Another field office observes that counseling is a low IHA priority,

PS

and that few IHA's are doing-it seriously,. Reglon VIII reports that

-

counsellng is onIy beg1nn1ng as an ongoing program, and that 60- 709

of mufual help rbsidents have not received’ it, 15/ - \
. »
We asked Eoseph Burstein, Counselor to the HUD Secretary for ‘an

. official comment on the quality of the regulations and Handbook.

~

-

The regulations and Handbook for the\ﬁrogram are fine, he repfied.

., / .
"The problem is adﬂinistering'thg_thing." ‘That is indeed a serious |

) roblem. Re ulations that ark a lawyer's dream but an administrator's
P g

n1ghtmare appeax to be' the malnstay of HUD! siIndlan housing program.

It is a surefire recipe for program failure.
»

% D. HUD Is Mismanaging I'ts Program to Improve Management

. of Local Ind1an Housing Authorities

—_— , -
i In its,nt1nu1ng dissatisfaction with IH_A administration of

15/ Several regions report serious dlss tlsfact1on.w1th the BIA program'
i "

to train homebuyer counselors, which H central office approved‘in the
1976 Tri-Agency Agreement. Once again, the problem appears to be the
program assumption that IHA's will have available the professional
‘training - staff found in urban areas. o

L]
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'The carrot is the Management Initiatives for Ind1an Hou51ng (MIFIH)

g T & o SHEL SR S h . T T e T RN Es 2y
M .
> ) . .- 20 - ‘ .
.. ' . N
. . [ .

. ' 5 . ‘ .
"the program, HUD has toyed with the)tarrot as well as the stick.

prqgramt funded at.$509,000 rn FX 1975, folloned by another $2 . L l
million in FY 1976. 16/ ‘, . C s r :

MIFIH has changed Eocus several times in its short life.. Ft ' ) :
pres&ntly empha51zes small grants to. each .IHA, without adequate help
?; THA's 'to use the grants for effectlve managements The 46\, page. i

MIFIH Handbooﬂ/nas a process flowchart itself four pages long, and

once again places a maximnm burden on the IHA to develop a prqgram,
« .
“Yet, it is the very absence of qualified persqn%el that causes

much of the administrative difficulty for IHA's in the first pf}fe! .

.

As a Region % official puts it,fﬂihe [MIFIH] Handbook made it hard '
[to implement the Program] because of all the things'they told the
hodsing.éutﬁorities to do. For example, you can't ask [the IHA's] .

to submit their tra1n1ng proposals until they know-who ,is going to )

»
- LY

be there to provide the training." - -

¢ -—
Faced with the fundamentally flawed program, the regions have

, . .

dcted on ‘their own to provide HUD staff for some IHA training sessions. '

In wddition® field offices have begun to list approved txrainers and

man@gement consultants available within the area or region. .

. )
Despite these efforts to remedy the poor program design, HUD

. N Ny \
®

16/ See HUD Handbook 7440.2, Management In1t1at1ves For Indian Housin

&
lﬁ—bgram, July 1976, p. 2: ' .. //)

LCurrently MIFIH constltutes a special short-term (two- year)
catch-up effort for TIHA's to improve "upon their ,administrative
capabilities...at a level acceptable to HUD." )

o Ve
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has spent little of the MIFIH money. Indeed, our telephone interviews

|- reveal tnat, as of Mafch 31,1977, Region VIII had spent only $57 odo
’ oﬁ its $606, 000 allocatlon, Region IX spent only $37,500 .of ltS“

: $637,0Q0 allocation, Regidn X spent perhaps five percent of its —
I allécation, #nd the Oklahoma City Area Office sgent none of ;ts

4

“

MIFIH allocation yet.'17/ .

-

)
Unless HUD acts ét place the management funds in the’ context of

[y

: system to deliver the needed technical assistance)|and training, we '

can ﬁfpect littlz;fetter MIFIH productivity in the ture. The money ,

"will simply drib

1 8 . . . . . .
" resources. It will take management initiatives in the HUD- central

q

e out as field officiaIS‘find slaf or consultant

office~before‘MIFIH can bear(fruit in the field.
» , : : ‘

) ‘ . . » . t\
V. Recommendations ! \ ' ' . :
. - - f ~
A. HUD Should Ma1nta1n ‘a Commitment To High Indian .
o N Housing Goals
. . N ' S
» - (

Indian housing is desperately needed, and depends on a high

)
»

HUD commitment td production. To give one last set of statist}cs;-

r

44 percent of rural Indians (those primarily sezyed by the HUD Indian

.program): live in crowded hou51ng (more than One person per. room), \\

Ld

compared with 10.1 percent of all rural Americans, 67.4 percent of "

.

)
[

rural Indian families 1ack'running water (compared with 8:7 peicent

of all rural ‘America#s), and 48 percent of rural Indian families lack
: ; ( .

)

indoor toilets (13.6 perc@nt of all rural Americans are so deprived). 18/

17/'F1e1d officials insist we note one reason for the slow startup
has been the HUD central office, which delayed over a year before - .
issuing guldelxr?s telling the field how to spend the money. Region °*
VIII adds that will spend much more money in the last half of ;
. 1977, ¢~

18/ American Ffndian Policy Review Commission, Tentative Final Report,
p. 3-14, . ‘
\ \ -
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K Except for a small BIA home 1mﬁ;:::;:::/program, HUD has th espon~ ¢ }ﬁﬁ

L4 2
< - -

sibility for 'Providing these people safe and decent housing. HUD's

poor performance conﬁgﬁps Amer1¢an Ind1ans to, poor health and high v

L)
i

mortality d1rect1y trhceable to these miserable livinggconditionsl

‘HUD must keep 1ts goals high and must meet them.

Moreover, it is important that HUD produce a steady gradually

-~

_chreasing quantity of Indian housing, rather than the’ %poradic flow

%?f today)s ‘housing p1pe11ne This managemeﬁt and development of a

°

long-term program are essent1a1 1f the Indian housing Enthorlties s .

-

are°to develop the needed administrative capabillties ;isfls difficult
; BY ¢ ¥ 4
enough to attract an inspecter or. counseling tra1ner or bookkeeper to

remote Indian reservations It is 1mpossib1e if the JOb promises toe

-
.

st only -on a year-;o-year basis, depending .upon the whims of ag

sporadic HUD progranm, As .one HUD. £1eld*off1c1a1 asks rhetorically: =~ ..

"Who wants to be a “trainer of_Indian homeoWnership counselors if the
. 4 ,
LR ’ .

job will disappear\in a year or two.," The same question can be asked . o

4

about 1earn1ng to bé'a bookkeeper, inspector, or hou51ng manager.

° By a HUD commitment to housing production, weﬂ;ﬁ%?k of creation

-

" of actual housing units- for oocupancy, and not merely of HUD's per- ) ;%
« . § e
iodic paper processes. The department's repeated dec1arations of T

sensitivity and}concern about Indian programs are meaningful only f

', . ~ by, X
when backed by commitmen{;;f the necessary staff and priority within
the department. ' . ' _ . ’
B.” Given the Spec1a1 Nature of Indian HOusing and =
Community Development Needs, HUD Should Combine
» All Indian Program Activities kito One Indian
Program Office Reporting Directly to the §ecretary

The federgl government has a unique responsibility to Indians.
-

X . '

. . 26 ' e 3 ,.ij‘gg;&j
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As a ‘result ‘of treaties, agreements, and federal iaw,\a trust relation-

- 4

" ship hasngvolvgd.‘ This re&ationship obligates #he government to act ,

with special care (technically: with fiduciary responsibilityl to

ipsure the survival of Indian tribes and péoble. 19/ HWhen pod% hous-

-

.ing forces Indians from the_ tribal reservation to fend for themselves
. ] - v

in ‘the cities, %ﬁéifedergﬁngovernment~=and HUD in particular--fails.

to meet this trust re§p9ns@bﬁlity. 20/ 'Similarly, when housing is. so

.Poor as to éhdanger health’ and safety of remaining Indians, this

trust fesponsibility is not met. ’ S o
The trust responsibilit§§io provide Indian housing is a direct "
. »

result of federal government policies. Land on many -reservations is

- , e o

held in trust by the Bureau of Indian. Affairs. This means that

traditional American home mortgage financing arrangements .are not

¢

available unless complicatéd dgreements can“be reached to protect the

lending institution. As Dick qincheI; of Arizona State University

el

paints out, "Since HUD programs do finance housing on reservations,

4 .

HUD has become the maﬁor, and.for some communitiés, the only financier
. . v . by — c’“ . .

of housing.. The only option is for individuals to save. enough to pay

4 ‘ N - ' o > - * ’ )

cash for their own home, or to build their own home.",gl/‘

Because Indians have suchvunique housing and community development
" » . .
. .

19/ IBID., Chapter 4, and especially p. 4-12. .

20/ IBID., p. 5-95.

*

ZI/ "Appropriate Housing: An Evaluation of Two HUD Projécts From
the Fort McDowell Indian Community," a paper presented to the Weste¥n
Social Science Association annual meeting, April 21, 1977, by Dick

‘Winchell, Arizona State University-Depgitment’of Geography.




needs, HUD must fake special care to assure that the small-Indian

o
T~

program staff doeSn't becdme lost amadst other agency priorities.
Slgnlflcantly, HUD Indlan housing: is generaliy rural housihg. That

.means HUD must spend more staff and money than in urban hoﬁsing projects
which can draw upon resources in the immediate vicinity. Un11ke hous-

°

ing épr other groups, Indian housing requ;res careful coordination °

with the BIA and IHS for provision of basic supplementary services.

’
Finally, community development programs involve issues of .tribal

Sovereignty .and other questions which don't arise in the course of
.’ 13 s . , ,

most HUD activity.

HUD has responded to these considerations wi#h periodic ex--
pressibns of concern‘and-sensitivity, but a fragmented administrative
systelm and low performance. With the advent of the Carter adminis-

tration and .the appointment of & new Secrefary of Housing -and Urban
. . ) . SV - -
Development, it is time for'a change, - . -
- - .Pk . -~
First, it is important that HUD cemtralize its central office

’ .
Y

Indiah program staff into a single Indian Pragram'Office This will
fac111tate better\hommunlcatlon both w1th the f1e1d offlces and with
the EIA and IHS. |, Most 1mportant1y, the single program office w111 be

able to fbrmulate p011cy based upon Indlan needs (To take only one

-

example, %he Minimum Property Standards are,desigan-primgrily for

suburban middle class. homes, and fail to take account of the special
- - »
ph}sical and cultural needs of rural Indiaq housing ),

Second, if is important that the new Indian Progrhm-Office report

-

directly to the Secretary, or posszbly the Undersecretary. The

Assistant Secretaries for Housiné and Community Planning and Development
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each have Indiah related concerns in their programs. Therefore,

v

having Indian officesrreport’directly to any of the Assistant - - - ——

-
— — -7

Secretaries would simply recreate today's fragmented situation. More-

over, the h1story of special offices, report1ng for example, to the

.

FHA Comm1ssioner, Assistant Secretary for Hous1ng.1s not encourag1ng. C;
For example, HUD has allowed the Office of Special Assistant for
Cooperative Housing to dwindle from a dozen people to 1léss than one,
despite ap explicit statutory requirement‘to the contrary. 22/ =, /

This recommendation is now new. Groups both within and outside

of HUD have made this proposal. 23/ Recently, the Housing Task™Force

R
of the American Indian Policy Review Commission proposed that Congress

. enact the appropriate reorganization to: ' o

(1) Establish ;; Indian Housing Office within the Office

of the ’Secretary, headed by a d1rector appointed by the Secretary,

(2) Delegate to the director respons1b1l1ty for-administer-

,’
ing all HUD programs affecting all Indians; and the responsibilfty

\,

for 5gord1nat1ng HUD's programs with other 1nvolved agencles, %
'\ (3) Prd;}b1t the Secretary froﬁ mak1ng any further delegation

4“’a:

to any HUD official anywhere who is not directly responsible to the’.

a

w

director; N .

<

[

- T (4) Require the Secretary to appoint a 15 member National

‘A s

22/ The Specla]l Assistant for Cooperatlve Housing is mandated by
8 public law 345, 84th Congress, 69 Stat., 636, 12 USC 1715e. Successive_
- A$sistant Secretaries for Housing jhave simply ignored the statutory
mandate, despité protests from cooperative housing organizations.
-23/ See, "Eirst Repoert of Task Force on Indian<Programs: Memorandum
for the Secretary,'-November 6, 1979, pp. 5-7, and the similar pro-
posal by Senator Mike Gravel (D- Alaska) embod1ed in S 1287, 1ntroduced

\\\yif/;25,95th Congress, ‘
. o . - * ' " w

-
M . v
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4 ,
Indian Housing'Council, which is to meet at least twice'a year, and
PlCh has the respons1b111ty of advising the dff%ctox on matters of

policy and planning and conducting an annual Indian Houéing Confer-

"ence. 24/ . K ‘ _ #
oo _Much of this proposal could be implemented by the Secretary,
k < -
without need for 1egi§@ation. b . v

We would add a third important point about the new Indian

-~
P

-+, Programs 0ffice., It is time for new faces in H Indian policy posi-

tions. We recommend urgently that HUD infuse its central office
F3

Indian program staff with new people. Some might come from_the fieid;
others ftom the comhetent Indian Housing advocacy(groupf around the
{// country. The office should include Indiahs themselves, and not merely
non-Indiehs with a'real or professed sensitivity and concerh.‘ Above

all, the present central office officials responsible for HUD's trail

# - ©

«

of broken promises should be removed from positions of power over

Indian programs,

]

A
C. HUD Should Takeé The Lead én the Federal Indian
. Housing Effort _ © T -

1

The confusien of coordinating building of ¥dads, sewers, and
ater for HUD housing by three separate fede%al agencies causes ex-
pensive and unnecessary delay. The three agencie§ should adopt the

recommendation of the American Indianp Policy Review Commission that
A’. - A
the necessary services be provided by the agency Hest situated to

‘ N\ ‘ - Co.
complete the particular job. 35/ Afterwards, the parties can arrange

. p 1

B
.24/ Report of the Hous;ng Task Force of the Amerlcan Indian Policy
§"Vlew Commlss1on, p. 177

! __Z__S_/AIB‘ID-, “p- 164 . ’ 2

-




. entire process.

water Or access roads
&

Ny
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3 r - . o )
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i
. I . - 3. .

«..3 "J- ’ .
the appropriate inter-agéncy budget transfers. b \JQ
It is up to HUD, a% the agency most centrally concerned with
! . .
Indian housing, to renegétiate the tri-agency agréeement to accomplish -

I . o N .
this purpose. If the agreement contains an acceptable arbitration

provision, the agencies will be able to settle disputes over respon-

sibilities at particular sites.. It is essential that the agencies T

v

decide after the work has gone forward, rather than delay Lp the

¥ T

It is also important that HUD formally claim the lead role in

»

the Indian housing process. When other agencies are unwilllng to

]

meet prior cdmmitments, HUD should be prepared to step‘forward té
complete the work. Only if HUD undertakes this respon51b111ty can we

avoid the not-so- comlqé{ farce of HUD-built homes lacklng sewers,

D. HUD Must Face Squarely the Respon51b111ty to Help
Build Institutions As Well As Houses

The single most 1mportant element in HUD's Indlan housing program

‘_15 the Indian Housing Authorlty The IHA must negotiate with. éon-

tractors, HUD, the BIA, and IHS to bu11d homes, must inspect for quality

-

and assure correction of defects, must select and counsel prospective
M - e

2

»

residents, and colle;t rent and generally supervise theAhousing until
it is paid for

While thlS set of prescrlptions 160ks good on paper in the HUD
regulat13§>. it fails in practice. On one reservg}ron after anot er,
the Indian Housing Authority lacks the trained staff to carry out -the

many responsibilities. Moreover, the surrounding community also lachs

IS




the trained manpower to be utilized on a contract basis.

HUD officials repeatedly express their frustrations with this

-

. problem, but fa11 to face its program 1mp11cat10ns HUD's poliCy,ify_

especi’IT?’E?ﬂzﬂe.WESh1ngron 1eve1 is to pass the buck to the IHA,
regardless of whether it is able to carry the burden. HUD simply

leaves thé low income consumer to.bear the consequences of defectiye
. i} . ‘\’i‘/ - e [
or low quality ‘housing. When the IHA fails to collect sufficient

-

rent, HUD simply applies pressure and threatens to cut off future

-

hodsiné production. 26/

Notably absent from HUD's policy is:a commitment to provide the

1 - [
- Y

\
necessary administrative and management skills to help, improve the

capabilities of the IHA. MIFIH, the HUD management initiatives pro-

gram, repeats»the agencx.s,generar fa11ure in dealing with the Indian
Hou51ng Authorlty: it provides money, but fails to break the bottles
neck of unavallable quallty technlcal a551stance When the IHA ¢

cannot devise its own management (MLFIH) plan, and cannot f1nd quali-

i

fied trainers, HUD has one more reason to chastise the IHA as*inca%able.

.

The same is true when HUD urges a management improvement plan ohto

Il

an IHA with low performance
-

It is.time to passfthe buck back to HUD, When the program

3 .
| . -
-

" doesn't work, it is HUD's responsibilit} to make it work. Taxpayers

pay HUD to develop solutions, . not merely to blame the ioeal housing

1

authority for program failures. &

Once HUD faces up to the fact of institutional weakness of many

-

s

<

3

26/ Region IX has refined the process Field staff negotiate a
management improvement plan with the IHA, specifying steps the IHA
must take to(lmprove performance. ' ’



- o

.
¥ - ’ ’
’

T

Rt s

-

L= 29 -

Ty

il

.
%

\ .

IHA's,.the problem can. be,solved

1 .

First, HUD must commit incfeased

Ad

staff to proV1de esséntlal trainlng and adm1n1strat1ve gu1dance.

2o

¢

’

’

.

p.

A
.

n Meanwhixé, the agency nust* prov1de a steady flow of new housing.”

must aIso develop ‘an ongoing housing management program, to assure

HUD

v

-
4

s

»

'\\\housing on the reservation. Once those job opportunities are seen as

" IHA employees, HUD might experiment with the coicept of semi-permanent ,

N

@

r

. . 4
701 or other grant funds to supply the missing s&ill.

-

- 1ts mission of providing decent and safe housing.

,be assured that job opportunities will continue to e&ist in Indian

housing counselxng, ma1ntenance,,and repa1r of defective homes.
I

L]

Only
when HUD's steady commitment to production and ongolng management is

clear, will prospectivfe inspectors, counselozs,'bookkeepers, etc.,

[N
~.
~

* /4
-continuing, people will be willingy to invest in the needed training.

[}

Besides using HUD staff to provide ongoiﬂg’teohnical assigtance to

staff: people hired on two or three year contracts to provide tech-

= 2
nical assistance to designated IHA's. s .
1 v

+ Second, HUD must devise a carrot to induce IHA*s to better '

m,performance, instead of merely ‘the threat of reduced housing production '
' -

if the IHA doesn't collect rent. 27/ ﬁj&e} the importance of’a
A~
coordinated HUD Indian program staff (répommendatlon B, above) becomes

apparent. If an IHA demodstrates lack . of ability, the coordinated
§

HUD office migha decide to allocate Commun1ty Development or Section
As a condition .-
of receiving further HUD housing, .the IHA might be obligated to

utiiize the grant funds to employ qualified personnll (possibly from

27/,1f HUD simply cuts: production to. chastise weak IHA's, HUD has fa11ed
More likely than

not, officials of the offending IHA will continue to be well housed,
even as HUD denies' good housing to the deserving members of the tribe
still in poor hou51ng. Instead of merely punitive sanctions, HUD must ,
2eVelop systematic irncentives for IHA's to perform well,

N

-~
“«

:;’3
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) amorig the HUD semi-permanent staff, if the IHA chooses to draw upon ‘
that source). . .. > 7

¢ N 3
Finally, HUD must take steps to train Indian housing manpower.

-

*“;*"*Sone*ffeid7offdcia1s speah of certifying”qualified Indian managers.

Once a pool of trained manpower ex1sts, HUD may be able to require R
y ]

minimum cert1f1cat1on for IHA exeigtlve d1rectors Unt11 that trained

manpower exists, it is 1arge1y useless to berate and pressure housing '

~ (g

author1t1es w1thout prov1d1ng the needed techn1ca1 suppgy& It is

time for HUD to blild 1nst1tut10ns only then can the department

'
expect to-meet its commitment to build homes.

Conclusion \ [
@gjisked HUD Counigipr Joseph Burstein to provide an official

HUD comment on the.gap between HUD's pPresent promises to build Indian

[N}

housing and 'its poor performance. "We're unhappy about it, of course," -

“he.said. HUD is ‘about to begin a thorough study of :its Indian hous-~

.
t D s

. . o
ing programs with an eye to Improving them. Mr. Burstein added-that

*

the present report would be a welcome addition 4o the departmental re-°

]
a
< \ . v

view,
® < A
The new HUD commitment to reevaluate.Indian housing progranm$

13

L3

would be'more reassuring if HUD hadn't pro@ised the same to Congress

+ ¢

in 1975 28/and at "the Ind1an Houslng Conference of 1974 29/. (Qéthe

ther hand even though HUD's Indian program personnel haven't changed

\]

- the advent of a new administration does hold promise for 1mprovement.

T

28/ Indian Housing, Hearings before the Subcpmmlttee on Indian’ Affalrs
of the Senate interior Committee, May 1, 1975, pp. 43-i7 (Testimony of

Joseph Burstein).

29/ ThesNational Indian Housing Conference, Scot{ysdale Arizona,
November 1974, Passim (Statements of HUD Secretary James Lynn and
Assistant Secretary Gloria Toote). . | -

»

.34
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It will be up to a v1g11ant Congr ss’and

'groups to insure that the new HUD- rev1ew

- s

department's trail of broken promlsps.
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arouSed Indian and consumer
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marks the~end_of-the
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